
SUMMARY REPORT

Integration~Panel~
1997Categ0ry III Recommendations

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program c0nvened:a panel of,20 technical experts; called, the
Integration Par/el. (Attachment A), to provide advice on near-term ecosystem restoration efforts
related tO the Bay- Delta System. Specifically, the Integration Panel was given three tasks:

¯ Select proposals for the 1997 Category III RFP (up to $60 million) ......
¯ Identify other high priority proposals (up to $40 million)
¯̄ . Review and comment on the CVPIA FY 98 Annual Work Plans

This report provides:a general summary. (not project- specifie) of the Integration Panel’s
recommendations forthe¯ 1997 Category III proposals.,. Due to legal, requirements of. ¯
confidentiality,, proposal ~speeific information-, is not. ~vailable :until.the final selection ismade..

The Panel¯ was giyen a limit, of $60 million by CALFED staff for the 1997 ~Categ0ry III ¯
proposals.- The limit was set at the $60 million level rather than the $70 million identified in the
RFP because 0fthe need to reserve funding for administration, contingencies and possibly for
gaps identified by the Integration Panel. The second task given to the Integration Panel .was to’
identi.fy other high priority proposals¯ that would be selected if additi0nal funding.were provided.
The ~teg~ation Panel identified approximately $30 million, in additional~ high priority proposals
or additional high pri0rityactionsthat needto’be funded to address gaps. Thepanel wilt meet
.again in November ~o refine and possibly add to the $30.million package. Funding for the other¯
high prirdty proposals and actions would mostlikely be providedby federa! funds.. The last
task, re!atedto the CVPIA,:pr~vided a basis for c0ordinatingthe ecosystem restoration actions
between the Category III and CVPIA programsl, .A memo describing the Panel CVPIA
recommendations and comments will be provided to the.USFWS, USBR, Ecosystem"Roundtable
and Restoration Fund Roundtable.

1. Summary_ of Category III Evaluation and Selection Process..

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program established atwo step process to evaluate and selectthe 1997
.Category III proposals..Thirteen technical ~revi.ew panels~ o~gaui~d by subject;, scored and
evaluated eaeh of the 332 propbsals over a thre~ week period. ,The Teelmieal Review Panel
evaluation sheets were:passed, onto the Integration Panel for proposals with a se0re of 40 or
,higher. ~The role of the Integration.Panel was to select the highest priority proposals based on the,
henefits~to the RFP pfi0fity species and habitats~        ¯~
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Integration Panel Process,

Prior to re.viewing the pr0posalsi and to guide the selection of proposals, the IntegrationPanel.
developed Guiding Principles (Attachment B) which emphasized restoration of ecosystem
processes, multiple benefits tO species andhabitats and. other general princip!es~ consistent with
the RFP, In addition, the Panel. lurerrefined the priorities forthe.species and project types .
identifiedin the RFP (!~ttachment C)." The Panel included the CVPIA anadromous fish.species
in theirlist of species priorities to help them review and comment on the CVPIA Annual W0rl~    -.
plans. To identifythe level 0fbenefit that would beprovided by addressing the stressors, the
Integration Panel also ranked each of the stressor groups for each of the species (AttaehmemD).-
The RFP .definitions for.each, stressor are provided in Attachment E. In general; based on those
guiding principles, the species,, stressor and project, rtype priorities, and the technical review panel
informati0n,.pr0posals with a‘pass~g technical Score were selected and gaps identified.

qZhe Integration Panel met for:f0ur.days~to review andselect p.roposals. The Panel .was facilitated
by a CALFED.eOn~ultant and notes taken by CALFED staff. The Panel~was 6bserved by a staff
person from the Attorney GeneraI?s Office,for one :of the mornings, at the requestof the
Ecosystem Roundtable to help monitor the process..Throughout the four daysthe panel .focused
on the technical :and biologicalmedts of each proposal antiall members had an equal voice in the
decisions. If a member was closeiy associated with a proposal, that panel memberdid not
part. icipate in thevoting on that proposal: .... " ’ ’

3.    . Summary ofCategory. IH Recommended Package

The Integratir0n~Panet recommends funding for 5Lpi?oposals at a cost Of $60,781,304.-~. A total’.of
332,proposals were reviewed by theTeehnical P,~eview Panels andappr0ximately 150 Proposals

-.were forwarded to file Integration panel with a ~,assing score of40 or more ~ directed by the. ¯

Many good proposalswere received in’ response to the category III RFPi. There are a Variety of
reasons that proposals.were not forwarded on to the Integrati0n Panel. by theTechnical Panels, or
not recommended for-funding by the Integration Panel. Generally, the-reasons .proposals were
not recommended include: .... ’-~ "

¯ The limitation of available fun.dingi.. ¯

¯ The primary benefits werenot significantly related to the pri0Hty species inthe RFP;
¯ "The proposal did not address conflicts that are manifest in.the .Bay-Delta problem area;~ -
¯ The proposal needed to. be revi~ed to:,be.tter.address ithe Category III and CALFED

priorities: .......

As the: Technical ReviewPanels and the Integration Panel reviewed and:~selected the proposais;
the panels identified gaps that need. to be addressed, infutuie funding cycles.-. Those gaps are ¯
described in more derailin the next section as the topi~ is discussed. However, in general the
primary gaps .identified. by.the Integration .Panel were:                                       ~1~
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¯ Water, quality .guidance document needed to identify and Coordinate pdori~ actionsto
maximize ecosystem benefits

¯ Landscape level monitoring, reporting, and. assessment propOsals.for the CALFED near-
term ecosystem iestoration efforts;                                         ~ °

.,~.~ ¯ Research to, better understand the life history of green.sturgeon and¯ steelhead
¯ .Projects on the Feather, .yUba, American and Merced Rivers

4. Recommended Proposals, Summa~

The following sections provide a general summary of the Integration Panel’s recommended .
proposals; with breakdowns-, by stressor, project type, applicant type, halJi~t type, species .gr0up,
and geographic area.       ..

A.    Stressor Gi~oups           " "

The Integration Panel used the following .stressor groups identified
recommend-proposals(Table A). Attachment D provides information inthe Integration Panel ¯
ranking for each stressor.

~Table.A, summary of Proposals Recommended forFunding - " .:

Stressor Groups D0ilar Amount %

:Iyd~ograph ~Alterations ¯ ¯ , ¯
Entrainment.. ¯ - ¯ ¯ ¯ $6,376;766 10%
Barriers and Straying . . $705,201
Floodplain/Marshplain chariges $2!,861,605 . 36%
Channel Form.Changes ¯. - $24,842,758 -41~-. .. .
Water.Qua!ity. - " .... ’ $5;081,260 . 8%~ " "

Water: Temperatur~ e $53,i 13 0% ’
Undesirable SpeciesInteractiori: ¯$1,278,730 ¯ 2%

Adve~e. H ,a~est Impacts. ¯ .... $0 0%
Population Management~Ariificial Propagation: $581,873¯ 1%
Land Use " " $0 0%
Hum Disturb � .... %an an e " $0 0 " "
Wildfire ¯ $0. 0%

Totals by stressor group . . $60,781,304 100% " " ¯

Hydrograph Alterations..The Integration Panel Considered flow changes to:be a high priority
stressor for most species. However, bedause Category III funds~e.not aVailable for.water
.acquisition pr0jeets, and becausethere were few proposals, that dealt specifically with other
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aspects of this stressor, no Category III funding was recommended: However, CVPIAfunding is
available to .fill .a portion ofthis need.                               ¯ ¯      .

Entrainment. The Integration Panel considered entrainment to be a high priority for.action for
virtually al! priority fishspecies. The Infegrati0n Panel. recommended approximately $6 million
to fund fish screens, which proVides funds for planning and construction in the Sacramento ¯
Valley, San JoaqninValley, and Deliria The Inte .gr-afion Panel r~commended funding for .
screening proposals which provided, maximum benefits :to thegreatest number of species or runs.
In addition, screens in some areas are expectedto.provide greaterbenefits than others. For
example, Snisun.Ma~sh entrainment was not considered of highest concern as other geographical
areas due to.the funding previously provided, to addressmanyofthe larger diversions in the"
Marsh. tinaddition, not all geographical areasor potentially significant diversions had screening.
¯ proposals in the current funding cycle. The.TechnicalPanel identified a need for coordination
and guidance for smallfish screerfing projects:

Barriers and.Straying.. Relatively.few Proposals were. received that specifically addressed.
barriers or straying, However, oneproposal thatwould facilitategreateruse ~ofa tributary stream.
for spawns." g and rearing was recommended for.funding.

Floodplain, Marshplain~ and Channel Form Changes, Many:of the proposes that addressed.
either floodplain/marshplain changes or.channel, form changes actually addressed both stressors.
The Integration Panel considered these.stressors a high.priority for all salmonid and several other
priority species. Approximately $47¯ mil[irn (77%).9f the recommended funding addresses these
stressors. Proposals that addressthis stressor ¯tend.to use an ecosystem approach, and¯did not
typicallyhave a species specific o~ienl~ti0~i. ~ The~ types of proposals require higher levels of
funding thanother proposals due.to largeland acquisition; earth moving, and/orhabitat ¯ ¯

Water O_uality. The Integratio~i Panel recommended proposals that addresswate:r quality
concerns in the Sacramento mainstem~ San J0aquin raainstem, and Delta. The pane! �o~idered
this stressor to be of moderate pfioifty fo~ mrst speeie~ ~f0r.the near-term, and notedthat SpecifiCI
benefits were.n0t readily .quantifiable.. Thepane! indie.atedthat the significance ofpotential
negative effects at the Population level isnotweI1 unde~stood;~and requires more research.
Among the various water.qu~ ]ity issues;the Integration Pane! prioritized pesticides as.#I,~
selenium as #2, and .mercury as#3 .~ they ¯~elate to fisheries impacts to the priority¯ Species~ from.
the RFP. Water quality proposals recommended for funding provide benefitsfor all speei.es.
Agricultural and urban runoff was identified asthe primary source of water .quality concerns,. "~
rather than mine ¯waste runoff, particularly s’mc~ runofffrom Spring Creek at Iron Mountain
Mine iSalready being addressed. ¯ ~ .    ..           "                     ¯

The Integration Panel identified a need fOr a..workgroup of Specialists to develop .a water quality
guidance document which identifies the key issues for water quality related research¯ and      ¯
implementation thai are most relevant to CALFED’Fec0system restoration efforts. In general,
the panel identified a need for a more coordinated approach to monitoring, assessment, and
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public outreach regarding agricultural and urban waterqua!ity issues. A specific.need was
identified for water quality studies regarding toxies in Suisun Bay.sediments. ¯ ¯

,Water Temperature. No proposals were forwarded to the Integrationpanel that specifically .
addressed water.temperature effects~ although proposalsthat address Shaded Riverine Aquati~
habitat had secondary benefits for water temperature. The funding .sho..wn in T~bie Ais a re~ult
¯ of Secondary benefits for water temperature.. The ~tegration Paneleonsidered water temperatureproblems a lower priority stressor for most. species and runs. Water temperature was considered

alow p’dodty for winter-run chinook salmon, primarily beeause eonstruetionof the shasta Wate~
Temperature Curtain has been completed.. Water temperature was Of greater.concern in the.San
Joaquin-system tha9 in ~other areas.. ...¯           ~ :    ... ’.              ¯

undesirable Species Interactions. ~.The Integration Panel considered undesirable species "
interactions (primarily predation, but also competition) to be a relatively!oW priority stressor for
most of the priority sPecies (partly.due:to a.lack .Of effective contr01.measures).. .D .mSng this .
¯funding Cycle,. Undesirable speeie~ interactions were of.moderate eoneem for Delta. smelt and San
J0aquin fall run salmon. Although nine pr0posals.related tO undesirable species interactions
were for~varded to.th~!ntegration Panel, 0nly one: was recommendedfor.funding. Several
proposals that primarilyaddressed other stressors, however, had secondary benefitS related to

.~ Undesirable.speeies.interactions .and ~erefore thereeommended fundingpaekage inelu. des ....
$1,278,730 ~ttribut~ed to. this stressor (Table A).                        . . .

The: P~nel-identified a gaprelated t0 funding for introduced species in the Delta.¯ The Integration ~
Panel ge, nerally believedthat a prop0sal.was needed related to education and stakeholder
coordinationregarding introduced species in the..Delta~ Also, they noted that concerns are

~¯ b~roader than just control.of l~.allast water in~o.ductions~ the focus 0f several proposals, ¯

Adverse Har~est Impacts, The. Integration Panel considered adverse harvest impacts.to be a
stressor of moderate imp0rtanee to some::ofthe priority species. There were. reiatiye!~, few" ¯ ¯
proposals received that addressed this stressor, andnone of them were forwarded from the
Technical Panels to the. Integration Panel Although no funding for this stressor is redo ~mm. ended "
inthisfunding cYele~ the Integration Panel. noted, that this. was a gap.that sh0uldbe.addr.essed in
. future funding cycles.             ¯                           ¯

population Management/Ar.t.ificial Propagation. Thesetw0 stress0rs were grouped by the
Integration panel due to. theconsiderable overlap in the types of issues¯ they were addressing.
The Integration Pane! ranked this stressor as being ofmoderate to high- importance to.the
salmonid species, Often proposals received reJated to ¯this stressor, seven were forwarded to- the
Integratig.n P.anet and two wererecommended for $581,873 in fundin~g: These recommended.
proposalsrelate togenetie and fish culture research issues that have relatively broad application-
for restoration ofselected first tier priority sPecies.                              ...

Land use.¯ The Integration Pane!considered land use to be a stressor of low to .moderate
importance for most of the priority species. Because land use stressors are typically manifested

-~ BAY-DELTA
~ PROGRAM 5

E--034523
E-034523



as water quality. (pesticide runoff, sedimentation, etc:) or channel form (sediment input, gravel
recruitment, etc.) problems, land use was not addressed as a separate eateg0ry when summarizing     t~
recommended proposals or allocation of funds.

Human¯ Disturbance ¯and Wildfire. Human disturbance and wildfire were considered,low priori~
stressors for the species :of interest.. Orily one proposal related.to these stressors .was. forwarded’to
the Integration. Panel, and no funding was. recommended:

B. .~ Project Types

The Integration Panel priofitized the types of proposed .p~ojects within the guidelines.of the RFP
(Table B), The project types listed ~ the RFP were summarizedinto six categories:
Implementation (ine.ludingeonstruetion, land acquisition, and aquatic and terrestrial habitat
restoration), Plaxming (includingwatershed management and,planning), Monitoring (including
water quality),. Research, Education,- and Operations and Maintenance (O&M).. Individual
proposals frequently included components of several project types (e:g., a fish screen would be
an implementation ¯project, but may also¯haqe a planning and monitoring and O&M e0mponent),¯ -
butth’ey are categorized by the project type¯which is the largest Component of~e ProPosal.

Table B~- Summary of PropoSals Recommended for Funding            " ~

ProjectType ~ Dollar Amount

Implementation. " ..... . ~ ¯ ...- " $52,607,278 .:~ 87%.- .. . ¯

Planning ¯ ¯ .$3,010~915 5%
¯ Mtmitoring ... $3,335,408 5%. .. "

Education ... ¯ $291,830 0% , . .

Totals by.Project.Type ¯ "                     $60,78i,304 100% ..
¯No proposals received foronly 0 & M Cost, but several acquisition proposals had                    "

associated O & M costs totaling.approximately $900,000.

implementation projects were gi~centhe highest priority because they Can. �lireefly produce -.
bi01ogiealbenefits to the-species or habitats of interest.¯ The implementation project category can
include¯eduCational projects that produce direct bi01ogieal benefits, pilot programs an’d
demonstration pr0jeets, andprojeetspeeifiemonitofing. The ree0mmendedfun .d~ng package
allocates approximately $52 million (86%)t0implementation projects. Approximately $34:5
million of this is related to land acquisition (15,500acres).

Planning projects were given the next highest priority, and included items Such as feasibility
studies, watershedplanning, and environmental documentation effoYts. Planning projects are
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recommended for approximately $3 million (5%) in funding during this cycle. Of the $3 million,
approximately $1.2 million is related to watershed planning and management.

Monitoring projects at the landscape leve! (as opposed to Project specific monitoring that is
included under implementation projects) are the third Ievel priority. Landscape- level monitoring
is recommended for approximate, ty $3 million (5%) in funding during this cycle.

Lower priority project types~ per the RFP, included re. search,, education, land O&M. Reseateti
proposals were considered if they were foeussed,.addressed questions.ofseientifie uncertainty,
and could lead to resolution ofissues that would facilitate future project implementation,
Research projects are recommended for approximately $2 million (3%) in funding during this .
cycle.              ¯

Education proposals were emphasized where .~ey are focussed on changing behavior to reduce a
stressor in the system, as opposed to in-cl~assroom activities. Of the 14 education proposals
received, 8 were forwarded to the Integration Panel and 2 were recommended for funding.
Th6se projectstotal approximately $29t,830 (<1% of the current funding paeka;ge).

Opetations and maintenance proposals were ~onsidered the lowest priority for funding, although
short term ~O&M was c~nsidered .a higher priority thanlong term, Although no.proposals.were.
primarily O&M proPosals~.several acquisition proposalsinciuded O&M costs,

C.    Applicant Types : ..                       .¯..

The Integrati0n Panel’s recommended funding package includes approximately $21 million
(35%) in awards to Federalgovemment applicants, .a: large portion of wlfi.’ch is related to land.
acquisiti6ns (Table C). Public/non-profit.joint ventures are recommended f0r$16 million (26%)¯
in funding, which also includes significant expendituresfor land acqui~iti0n.- The total acreage -
of land acquisition by federal, orpublic/non:profit joint ventures was approximately 15,300
acres. Local governments or special d!strj’ets are recommended to receive approximately $13
.million(21%) in funding~ a 1 .arge portion of-which is associated with ~onstruction c6sts .for
screens/ladders and channel or floodplain modifications..Recommendations for State
government proposals totaled $4million (6%). Universities are recommended for$3 million-
(4%), non-profit groups for $2.7 million (40/0, and private groups are recommended for $2
million (3%).
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Table.C. Summary Of Proposals Recommended for Funding

Applicant Type, Dollar Amount %

Federal ¯ $2 !.~033,0 i 0 35% . ~ ¯ :
State $3,909~627 6%
Local Government/DistriCts $12,821,205 21%
University ¯ ¯ ~ $2.,529,226 4%
Private ~ $1,877,251 3%
Non-profit .. $2,652,200 4%
Public/Non-profit Joint Ventures $15,958,785 26% " ¯

Total~ by Applicant T~pO ’ ..... . $60,781,304 100%

D.    Habitat Types

The Integration Panel ~recommended funding f0~ each 0fthe priority habitat types listed in the

RFP(Table D). T he.!argCst ai~ount of~difig wasrecommended for instream ac~uatic (37%),
shaded ri,cerine (28%)~.and Seasonal. wefland~habitats (19%).. Smaller amounts were
recommended for tidalperennial freshwatermarsh, .saline marsh, midchannel islands and shoals,
and North Delta ag wetlands and perennial grasslands. These recommended funding allocations
result from an emphasis on: addressing floodplain/marshplain change, channel fo~ change, and
entrainment stressors, since these stress0rS, typically affectinstream aquatic, SRA, and wetland

- " habitat types. " .... ,    - " ¯ ¯

Table D~ summary bfProposalsRecommen¯ded for Funding

Habitat Types . Dollar Amount . %

Tidal perennial freshwater marsh ¯ "..~ $5,978,695 ¯10%
Seasonal wetland and aqfiatle " - ~ - ~ . "$11,735,583 19%
Instream,.aquatie ....- . $22~495,538 37%1

Shaded riverine aquatic.. . $17,169,771 28%
Tidal ~aline marsh ¯ $1,515,800- 2%
Midcharmel islands and shoals ¯ ::" $653,254 1%
North Deltaag wetlands and perennial grasslands $622,830. ¯ 1%
Other habitats ~. $0 0%
N/A $.609,833 1%

Totals by habitat type . $60,781,304 100%
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E.    Species Groups

The Integration Panel recommended funding .for eachofthe priority species listed inthe RFP,.
including primary first tier species (San Joaqu’,m fall run, winter run, spring run, ]ate fall. run,
steelhead, delta smelt, and green sturgeon), primary second tier species (longfin Smelt and
splittail),and secondary species. (migratory birds and striped bass)i The recommended PrOposals
reflect the integrati~n Panel’s guiding principle to.’~emphasize proposals whichaddress...
multiple benefits to species, habitats, or processes upon which.these species.depe.nd?’

Allocation of funds amongspecies was summarized in two different ways. Allocation i~Y. ’ .
primaryspecies was based on¯the species expected to gainthe greatest benefit from the project
(Table E-I). In the case of benefitS-to multiple salmon runs in the same river (i..e., Sacramento
mainstem), winter run were designated ~e primly species. Using this summary method, wintei:
run and San Joaquin fall run arethe major species recommended, for- funding.~

Benefits to multiple specieswere alSo"summarized by allocating a percentage.of.the proposal.
benefits (and recommended funding) to each.of the species affected (Table E-2). This s ~um~.. ary-
reflects an estimate of the proportiona! benefits among Species.- Using this method, most of the
Sacramento River salmonid runs and species are recommended for approximately equal levels of
funding. The San. Joaquin failrun recommendation is for a higher level of funding, Which-is a ....

’~’resultofit being the only salmon run in the San Joaquin System. Migratory birds, asa single..
species group, receive the highest proportion 0frecommended funding because they benefitfrom
nearly all.wetland, marshland, and SRA pr0jec~s, and the species group is not subdivided into
smaller categories like the salmon speciesare.

C~D ~6, 1997.
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Table E-1. Summary of Proposals Recommended for Funding

Primary srpecies .benefits Dollar Amount %

San Joaquin fall run Chinook Salmon ..... $t9,813,762 33%
Late fall run Chinook Salmon, $0 ¯
Winter run Chinook Salmon -- $17,067,250 28%

Spring runChinook Salmon $1,099,313
Steelhead $i,503,371
Splittail ’ ¯ $5,374,300 9%
Delta smelt $1,027,370 " ~ 2%
Longfm smelt ¯ $0 0%
Green sturgeon ~ ..... $0~ .0%
Migratq~y birds $617,000 ~ 1%
Striped b~s ..... $0 0%
Multiple species :$14,278,938 " 23%

Total by primary sPecies             ,          ¯ ¯ ~ $60,781,304

Table E’2. summary of Prop0sals Recommended/for Funding

Distributed species benefits Dollar Amount %

San Joaquin fall run Chinook Salmon . $12,749,092 21%
Late fall run Chinook.Salmon $4,388,721 7%
Winter run Chinook Salmon. . $4,411,033 - 7%
Spring run Chinook Salmon $5,572,516 9%
Steelhead $5,688,915. 9%

Sp, littail. $6,210,050 10%
Delta smelt $3,262,661 5%
~ongfin smelt " $2,558,886 4%

Greensturgeon : " $.1~,582,491 3%
Migratory birds $13,481,413 22%
Striped bass ¯ ~ $875,525

Total by species $60,781,304    i 00%

cm~ November 6, 1997
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F. Geographic Areas ¯ " "

One of the guiding principles Of the Integration Panel wasto "attempt tO prOvide funding for all"
~major geographic areas in the~eligibility area"; while at the same time ad~essing the p.riodtie.s in.
th~ RFP. As shown in Table F, funding Was.~recommended,. at varying !evels,foreaeh of the
major geographic areas. The majority of recommended funding (85%)for proposals falls within ¯
three largege0graphic areas: the Sacr .amento River mainst, em ~and tributaries ($20 million, 33%),
San J0aquin mahastem and tributaries ($20 million, 33%), andDelta ($12 million, 19%).

Table F. Summary of Proposals Recommended.for Funding    -

Geographical Area Dollar Amount %

Sacramento.Mainstem $!7,730,750 29%
Sacramento Tributaries $2,602,684 4%
Delta $11,619,697 19%
East Side Tributaries . $5,739,300
Suisun Marsh and Bay. , $485,000 :1%
North Bay $874,33.0 . . 1%..
San Joaqu, in Mainstem " $12,941,378 21%
San Joaqui~ T~ibutaries $7,313,384 12%

Landseape $ ! ,474,781 2%

Totals by. Geographical Area . $60,781,304 101)%

cm~ November 6; 1997
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Sacramento River Mainstem. Proposals recommended f0rfunding in the Sacramento River
mainstem region address four stressors: floodplain/marshplain changes, channel form changes,
entrainment, and water quality, i Tlae projec~ types were primarily implemen .tgtion:projeets, with
lessor am0 .untsof pl’anni~.’, g and monit0dng. NO funding for the lower Sacramento River       ¯
mainstem.was proposed due to a lack of proposals inthat ~rea. ¯

Species anffhabitat types benefited include:..all salmortid species, splittaii~ green siurgeon~ striped
bass, migratorY birds;instream aquatic habitat, and SRA habitat.

Table F-1. Funding Summary forGe0graphica! Area: " Sacramenfo Mainstem

9 proposals and $17,730,750 recommended for funding

Stressor Groups Dollar Am0iint % ¯

:mtrainment .. $4,896,250 28%
Floodplain/Marshplain.changes - $d,085,500 34%
3hannel Form Changes. . . . $6,085,500. ¯ 34%

Water Quality $663,500

totals by stressor group $17,730,750 100%

ProjectType ..... ¯ .¯- D~flar Amount , %

Implementation $ ! 6,967,250 96%
Planning $100,000 !%

Monitoring $663.,500 4%

Totals by Project Type $17, 73.0, 750 100%

C.~tr~D .November 6, 1997
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Sacramento River Tributaries~ The recommende.d propOsals, address the following stressors:.
floodplain/marshplain changes, channel form changes, entrainment, barriers,~ water, quality, and
water temperature. The project types were primarily planning related, with a signif!cantam0tmt
of funding for implementation and a small amount for education. No funding was recommended
for the Yuba or Feather dvers.d.ue to a lack of proposals forwarded to the Integration Panel for ¯
those geographic areas.

Species and habitat types benefited include: winter run and spring run salmon, steelhead,. -
migratorybirds~ instream aquatichabitat, and SRA habitat.

Table F-2~ Funding Summary for Geographical Area: Sacramento Tributaries

11 proposals and $2,602,684 recommended for funding

FUNDED

Stressor Groups ¯ ¯ ¯ ~ Dollar Amount %

Entrainment , $514,64 r . 20% . ..
Barriers and Straying $705,201¯¯ . 27%
Flo0dpiain!Marshplain changes " ¯ $30,500
Channel Fbrm Changes $392;369 :15%
Water Quality $906,862 35%
water Temperature- $53,113 2% ¯ ¯ . ¯

Totals by stressor group .~ " . $2,602,684 100%

Project Type , .... Do!larAmount . .. %

~mplemen~tion . $833,769 32% :¯

’lanning $1,.699,91~ 5 65% . . ,
Education. $69,000 3%

Totals byrProject Type .      $2,602,684         100%

~ CAtrm November 6, 1997
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Delta__ Proposals recommended for funding in the Delta include efforts directed at channel forfn
changes,, floodplain.and marshplain changes, entrainment, water quality~ undesirable species
interactions, and population managem~nt/artificial proPagation. The project types were.~primarily-
implementation projects; ~withlessor am6unts Of monitoring and research, and a small amount of
planning.

Speei.es and habitat typesbenefited indude: all salmonid species,.delta andlongfin smelt,
sPlittail, green.sturgeon, .stripedbass, migratory birds, instream aquatic habi~t, tidal f~eshwater
.and saliae ~arsh, mid-channel islands and shoals, seasonal wetlands, perennial grasslands, and
SRA habltat.

Table F-3. Funding Summary forGeographical Area: Delta

11 proposals and $11,619,697 recom mended for funding

FUNDED.
Stressor Groups Dollar Amount

-~ntrainment ¯
,. $27,000

Floodplain/Marshplain changes ¯ ~.. $4,582,005’. 39%
Channel Form Changes ¯ :. $5,650,605 49%
Water Quality ¯ $1,067,617 9%
Undesirable Species Interactions $97,600 1
Population Management)Artificial Prol~agation .¯ . $194,870 .,. 2%

Totals by stressor group ’ $11;619,697 100%"

Project ~Type " ’- ,Dollar Amount

Implementation . . $9,298,200 80%
Plfinning , ’ " ¯: $27,000 0%
Monitoring " $1,217,627 10%
Research ...... " .~ - $1,076,870 9%

~’otals by Project Type, $11,619,697 .. 100%

. ~ C.AtFED . November 6, 1997
--~ BAY-DEL’FA
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East Side Tributaries: The ree0mmended proposals for.East Side Tributaries (Mokelumne,
Cosumnes, and Calaveras rivers) include floodplain/marshplain Changes and channel form
changes. The project types were nearly all implementation projects, with a small amount of "
planning..

species and habitattypes benefited include: San Joaquin fall run salmon, Smelt, splittail, ¯
migratory birds, instream aquatic:habitat, tidal freshwater, mid, channel islands and Shoals,
seasonal .wetlands, perennial grasslands, and SRAhabitat.

Table F-4. FundingSummary for Geographical Area: East Side Tributaries

2 proposals and $5,739,300 recommended for funding

FUNDED

Stressor Groups , Dollar Amount %-

Flo0dplain/!Vlarshplain changes $2,.869,650 . 50%

Cha~met Form Changes $2,869,650 50%

Totds by stressor gro, up .
. " $$,73,9,300 .. 100% . " ¯

.

Project Type Dollar Amount %

Implementation. $5,374,300 94%
Planning , . . $365,000,. ~ 6% "

Totals by Pro}ect Type $5,739,300 100%

C~tr~D .. ’--~’00vember 6, 1997
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Suisun Marsh and Bay. Recommended Suisun Marsh and Bay proposals address
¯ floodplain/marshplain.changes and channel form changes. Funding for entrainmentwas.
eonsidered.a lower priodtyby the Integration Panel for Suisun Marsh compared to other areas
primarily because many of the more Significant entrainment eonc.erns in thearea have been
¯ addressed and in fact received funding previously from Category III,"the 4-Pumps program, and
CVPIA. The project types are.entirely planning related.                        ¯

Species and habitat types benefited include’.~ali species andruns listed in the..RFP; tidal saline
marsh, and SRA habitat.

Table F-5, Funding Summaryfor Geographical Areai Suisun Marsh.and Bay

2 proposals and $485,000 recommended for funding

. FUNDED
StressorGroups Dollar Amount

Floodpiain/Marshplain Changes " . . $3401000 .70%
Channel Form Changeg : $145,000. .30%

Tottilsby ~tressor group -$485,000 100% I
Project.Type . " Dollar Amount %

’l.anning ". " " - - $zt85,000 100%

Totals by Project Type " " S48S, OOO 100%

~ ~LFE~ November. 6, 1997
-~ ,BAY-DELTA
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North Bay. Recommended North. Bay proposals address floodplain/marshplain changes: channel
form changes, and undesirable species interactions. The North Bay (particularly the Western
portion) has fewer priority ~pecies than other geographical areas in the eligibility area, which
influenced the number of recommended proposals. The Integration Panel consider that
steelhead; which may utilize North Bay tributaries, are not the Central Valley stocks that are"
consideredpfiofity species. Benefits may, h0wever~ be realized for other fish species Such as
splittail or striped bassi¯ The project types were .primarily.implementation projects, with lessor
amounts of education.                                .

¯ The species and habitat benefits for recommended proposals ~ the North Bay are primarily
migratory birds, tidal saline marsh, and SRA habitat.

Table F-6. Funding Summary for Geographical Area: North Bay

3 proposals and $874~330 .recommended for funding.

StressOr Groups ~ " Dollar.Amount ¯ / %

Floodplain/Marshplai~ .changes ¯¯ " . . .$325,750 . 37%
Channel Form. Changes ¯ $325,750 37%
Undesirable Species:Interactions ’ . $222,830 25%,

~Totals by stressor group. . .... $874,330 100%¯

Project Type ¯ " Dollar Amount %

Implementation ¯ " .... $6:51,5,00 . 75%
Education ¯" ¯ $222,830 .25%.~

Totals by Project Type $874,330 100%

catrm November 6, 1997
BAY-DELTA :
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SanJoaquin River Mainstem. Recommended San Joaquin ~malnstem proposals address
f!oodplai~marshplain changes, channel form changes, water quality, entrainment, . and
population management. The project typeswere primarily implementation projects, With lessor
amounts of monitoring and research:

The species and habitat benefits.for recommended proposals on the San J0aquin mainstem are
primarily san Joaqnin fall: run chinook salmon~ splittail, migratory birds, Seasonal wetlands,
instream aquatic habitat, and SRA habitat.

Table F.7. Funding Summary forGeographicai Area: San Joaquin Mainstem

5 proposals and $12,941,378 recommendedfor funding

FUNDED

stressor Groups Dollar Amount %.

En~rainment - $938,875 7%
F!oodplain/Marshplain changes $5;323,500 41%
Channel Form Changes $5,323,500 41%
Water ~Quality .....~. . $968,500 7%
PopulationManagem~nt/Artifiejal Propagation . .       " $387,003 _ ..¯_ .. _ ~3% ., .     .

Totals by stressor group $12,941,378 100%

Pl:oject Type ...... . Dollar Amount % .

Implementation $1.2,057,875 93%
Monitoring ,. $496,500 4%
Research " $387,003 3% .

Totals .by. Project Type $12,941,378

OU~D November 6, 1997
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San Joaquin. River Tributaries. Recommended San Joaquin tributary proposals ad .dreSs
floodplain/marshplain changes, channel form changes, and undesirable species interactions. The
recommended project types were almost ~entirely related to implementation, with a lessor amount
recommended for planning¯projects. The Integration Panel noted that the Mereed River iaeked a
-local stakeholder group to. help focus problems and potential actions, .and that more effort should
be allocated to the Stanislaus and Merced rivers in the next fundirig round.

The species and habitat benefits, for recommended proposals in San Joaquin tributaries are San
Joaquin fall run chinook salmon, splittail, migratory birds, seasonal ~weflands, instream aquatic
¯ habitat, and SRA habitat.

Table F-8~ Funding Summary for Geographical Area: San Joaquin Tri’butaries

6 proposals and $7,313,384¯ recommended for funding

FUNDED

Stressor Groups Dollar Amount %

Floodplain/Marshplait~ ~hanges $2,304,700 .32%
Channel Form Changes -$4,050,385 55%

Undesirable~Species Interactions $958,300 13%

Totals bystressor group ..... $ 7,313.384 100%

Project Type Dollar Amount %

Implementation $6,979,384 95%.
.... . planning, . " ~ $334,000¯. 5%~

Totals by Pkoject Type - $~313,384 100%

"4
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Landscape. Several proposals were characterized as "landscape level, because they.were not.~
closely associated with any specific, geographic area, but would instead provide benefits over a
wider area. These landscape level~efforts were approximately65% water quality monitoring and
35% water quality research proposals.

Table F,9. Funding Summaryfor GeographicalArea: Landscape

2 proposals and $11,474,781 recommended for fnnding

FUNDED

Stressor¯ Groups Dollar Amount %

Water Quality - $!,474,7.81. " 100% ~ ¯

Totals by $~ressor group $1,4 74, 781 100%

Project Type Dollar Amount %

Monitoi’ing . . . $957,781 65% "

Research .. $51.7,000 35% ..... i ..

~’otals by Project .Type $1,4 74, 781 100%

~ November 6, 1997
BAY-DELTA
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